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WASHINGTON: 


FRINTE*  AT  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  GLOBE  OFFICE 

1850, 


WOODWORTH’S  PATENT. 


The  SPEAKER  announced  the  unfinished  bus¬ 
iness  of  the  morning  hour  to  be,  the  motion  here¬ 
tofore  made  by  the  gentleman  from  New  Yom, 
[Mr.  Conger,]  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill,  reported  on  a  former  day,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Patents,  to  extend  the  patent  heretofore 
granted  to  William  Woodworth,  had  been  referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

[Mr.  Conger  had  heretofore  intimated  his 
intention,  if  the  vote  should  be  reconsidered,  to 
move  the  recommitment  of  the  bill,  with  Lie  fol- 
lowing  instructions: 

<•  Wuh  instructions  to  inquire  into  the  propriety  of  repeal¬ 
ing  an  act,  entitled,  ‘  An  act  to  extend  a  patent  heretofore 
granted  to  William  Woodworth,5  passed  February  26, 184o, 
bein'*  an  act  for  a  second  renewal  ot  a  patent,  for  aljegect 
improvements  in  the  method  of  planing,  tonguemg,  groov¬ 
ing  and  cutting  into  moulding,  on  either  plank,  boards,  or 
anv  other  material,  and  for  reducing  the  same  to  an  equal 
width  and  thickness ;  and  that  said  committee  report  by  bill 
or  otherwise.55] 

Mr.  OTIS, who  held  the  floor  from  a  former  day, 
resumed  and  concluded  his  remarks  as  follows: 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  proposition  has  been  before  i 
the  House  for  several  weeks,  and  I  beg  to  restate  it.  j 
The  gentleman  from  New  York  moves  to  recom-  j 
mit  the  bill  for  the  extension  of  Woodworth’s  | 
patent  for  a  planing  machine,  with  instructions  to  i 
the  Committee  on  Patents  to  inquire  into  the  ex¬ 
pediency  of  repealing  the  former  act  of  extension. 
The  instructions  are  for  inquiry,  and  can  do  no 
harm,  if  they  do  no  good.  By  having  the  bill  re¬ 
committed,  with  the  instructions  relating  to  the 
repeal,  it  will  bring  the  whole  matter  at  me  same 
time  for  consideration,  with  all  the  additional 
light  which  has  been  shed  upen  this  subject  since 
this  bill  was  reported.  The  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  disposed  to  report  the  bhl,  asked  for  j 
by  the  memorialist,  early  in  the  session,  that  the  i 
subject  could  be  brought  before  the  House  for  con-  j 
sideration;  but  it  was  understood  by  a  part  of  the  j; 
committee,  who  agreed  to  the  majority  report,  that  ; 
it  was  only  for  that  purpose,  and^that  they  should  j 
not  feel  pledged  to  the  support  ot  the  bill.  Fiom  >j 
this  report,  I  dissented,  and  then  gave  notice  of  my  |j 
intention  of  making  a  minority  report,  which  was 
submitted  when  the  bill  was  first  reported.  I  now 
be''  leave  to  refer  to  that  report  as  imbodying,  in 
a  more  concise  form,  my  reasons  for  opposing  this 
bill,  than  I  could  give  in  these  remarks. 

The  bill  is  as  follows: 

A  BILL 


whenever  the  same  shall  be  requested  by  the  said  ad  min  is  - 
trator,  or  his  assigns  :  Provided ;  that  all  licenses,  pajing  for 
the  use  of  machines  under  said  patent,  inny  continue  the 
use  of  their  machine,  or  machines,  for  the  term  hereby 
extended,  at  a  price  not  exceeding  that  they  may  be  paying 
at,  and  previous  to,  the  time  this  extension  snail  take  euect, 
and  all  assignees  of  exclusive  rights,  having  machines  in 
use  when  this  act  shall  take  effect,  shall  have  the  ngbt  to 
continue  the  use  of  their  machines,  upon  the  same  terms 
and  price  as  is  now  established  and  paid  by  licenses  for  the 
use  of  said  machines. 


to  extend  a  Patent  heretofore  granted  to  William 
Woodworth. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  United  State's  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  I  bat 
t'ic  parent  granted  to  William  Woodworth,  on  the  27th  day 
of  December,  1828,  for  his  improvement  in  the  method  ol 
tongueing,  and  grooving,  and  planing,  and  cutting  mould¬ 
ings.  &.C.,  ike.,  reissued  July  8th,  1845,  be,  and  the  same  is, 
hereby  extended  for  the  further  term  of  fourteen  years; 
and  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  hereby  directed  to  make 
a  certificate  of  such  extension,  in  the  name,  ot  the  adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  said  William  Woodworth,  and  to  append  an 
authenticated  copy  thereof  to  the  said  reissued  letters  patent, 


“ Report  of  the  minority  of  the  Committee  on  Patents , 
upon  the  memorial  of  William  W.  If  oodworth,  ad - 
ministrator  of  William  If  oodworth. 

“  The  undersigned,  dissenting  from  the  report 
of  the  majority  of  the  Committee  on  Patents, 
o-ranting  a  bill  for  the  further  extension  of  \Y  ood- 
worth’s  patent  for  a  planing  machine.  ssk3  leave 
to  submit  his  reasons  for  that  dissent  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  House. 

“  The  first  objection  to  the  repor.  and  bill  is, 
that  the  bill  is  in  conflict  with  the  general  patent 
law,  and  in  violation  of  the  policy  of  the  txovem- 
ment  under  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  c  se¬ 
curing,  for  limited  times’  ‘  to  invent/  rs.’  their  re¬ 
spective  discoveries. 

“  The  limit  is  well  known  to  have  ceen  early 
established  by  law  at  fourteen  years.  The  eight¬ 
eenth  section  of  the  law  of  1&36  constitutes  the 
Secretary  of  State,  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
and  the  Solicitor  of  the  Treasury,  a  board  of  ex¬ 
aminers,  with  power  to  extend  a  patent,  m  the 
cases  described,  for  the  term  of  seven  years,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  original  term  cf  the  patent. 
To  entitle  a  patentee  to  this  extended  time,  he 
must  show  that,  without  any  fault  of  his,  he  has 
not  received  ‘  a  reasonable  remuneration  .or  the 
<  time,  ingenuity,  and  expense,  bestowed  upon  the 
‘  same,  and  the  introduction  thereof  into  use. 
The  last  section  of  the  general  patent  law  repeals 
all  prior  acts  relating  to  the  subject  of  patents. 
Among  the  repealed  acts  was  one  directing  the 
proceedings  before  applying  to  Congress  tor  the 
renewal  of  a  patent.  The  repealed  law  contained 
provisions  similar  to  those  contained  in  the  eight- 
eenth  section  of  the  general  law;  and  rJi6  evident 
intention  was,  to  substitute  the  renewal  ’jieie- 
i.n  provided  for  the  renewal  by  Congress.  This 
additional  term  was  not  a  change  of  pchey;  it  was 
only  a  change  of  the  tribunal  to  which  application 
should  be  made  for  relief,  in  cases  of  great  merit 
and  misfortune.  Without  questioning  vhe  pro¬ 
priety,  in  extraordinary  cases,  of  interposing  the 
power  of  Congress  to  grant  relief,  it  is  oelieved 
that  its  exercise  should  be  confined  to  cases  of 
peculiar  hardship,  in  which  no  doubts  could  exist 
of  the  justice  and  expediency  of  the  interposition, 
and  then  it  should  be  governed  in  its  action  by 
the  rules  and  policy  pointed  out  oy  the  genera 

;  patent  law.  .  .  .  , 

“  In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  original 

letters  patent  were  issued  to  William  W  oodworth 


4 


on  the  27th  of  December,  1828,  under  the  old  law, 
for  the  term  of  fourteen  years.  He  died  in  1839, 
having,  before  that  time ,  parted  with  most  of  his 
interest  in  the  patent.  In  1842,  the  memorialist, 
William  W.  Woodworth,  as  administrator  of  his  ! 
father,  applied  under  the  new  law  for  a  renewal,  . 
and  received  the  benefit,  of  the  extended  term  of 
seven  years,  making  twenty-one  years  of  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  the  exclusive  rights  to  the  invention  by 
the  patentee  and  his  heirs.  This  term  of  twenty-  j 
one.years,  being  more  than  equal  to  the  length  of 
time  of  the  average  business  life  of  one  generation, 
is  believed  to  be  amply  sufficient  to  reward  the  in¬ 
genuity  of  inventors  of  valuable  improvements, 
and  for  imposing  restrictions  upon  the  free  use  of 
them  by  the  community. 

“  In  1845,  William  W.  Woodworth,  the  memo¬ 
rialist,  applied  to  Congress  for  a  special  act  for  the 
extension  of  the  patent  of  1828,  for  a  further 
term,  to  commence  when  the  renewed  patent  ex¬ 
pired.  The  reasons  stated  in  the  memorial  for 
asking  relief  were,  that  the  inventor  was  obliged 
to  sell  one  half  of  his  patent,  to  enable  him  to  j 
bring  it  into  practical  operation;  that  the  patent  of! 
Emmons  had  materially  interfered  with  this  inven-  ! 
tion;  that  various  journeys  were  made  to  procure  ■ 
testimony  to  obtain  a  renewal  before  the  board  of  jj 
examiners;  that  the  patent  having  mostly  been  j 
disposed  of  during  the  lifetime  of  the  patentee,  as  j 
a  measure  of  precaution,  he  purchased  up,  before  |i 
renewal,  the  rights  of  the  assignees;  that  the  ; 
Commissioner  of  Patents  had  at  first  refused  to 
receive  and  act  upon  his  memorial,  because  of  the 
decease  of  the  patentee;  and  that,  to  give  him  full  | 
enjoyment  of  his  rights,  he  was  obliged  to  oppose  1 
the  renewal  of  the  Emmons’  patent.  These  rea-  | 
sons  were  deemed  by  Congress  of  sufficient  conse-  ■ 
quence  to  justify  the  second  renewal  of  the  patent  j 
for  seven  years,  the  term  to  commence  from  and 
after  the  expiration  of  the  renewed  term,  which  1 
then  had  about  five  years  to  run.  When  this  \ 
term  expires,  which  will  be  in  seven  years  from 
December  la3t,  the  patentee  and  his  heirs  will  have  j 
enjoyed,  under  the  patent  law,  and  from  the 
bounty  of  Congress,  the  full  term  of  twenty -eight 
years,  which  is  double  the  term  given  by  the  patent 
law  in  ordinary  cases,  and  seven  years  more  than 
is  provided  for  in  the  excepted  and  rno3t  merito¬ 
rious  cases. 

“  The  same  memorialist,  William  W.  Wood- 
worth,  nov/ appeals,  not  to  your  bounty,  but,  as  he 
says,  to  your  justice,  to  pass  a  bill  to  extend  the 
same  patent  for  a  further  term  of  fourteen  years, 
to  commence  at  the  expiration  of  the  renewed  pa¬ 
tent;  and  the  reasons  given  in  his  memorial  are: 

“  ‘  1st.  Because  of  the  immense  service  rendered 
*  to  the  country,  by  the  labor,  skill,  and  expenditure 
‘  of  the  inventor. 

“‘2d.  Because,  from  causes  utterly  beyond  his  j 
‘  control,  or  that  of  his  representatives,  neither  he  ; 
‘  nor  they  have  ever  received  any  compensation  ! 
1  adequate  to  Sue  value  of  the  invention,  which  was  ! 
‘  produced  by  his  genius  ’  j 

“  The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  is  in  accord-  j 
ance  with  the  prayer  of  the  memorial,  and  exactly  ; 
as  presented  to  the  committee  by  the  memorialist. 
This  bill  provides  for  the  extension  of  the  patent 
for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  after  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  renewed  term  of  seven  years,  which  j 
has  just  commenced.  If  this  bill  is  passed  into  a 
law,  it  will  give  to  the  patentee  and  his  heirs  a  term 
of  forty -two  years. 

“  It  is  stated  in  the  memorial,  that  the  Congres¬ 
sional  grant  was  sold  for  $50,000,  in  notes,  payable  ; 


on  time,  which  were  sold  for  cash  at  a  sacrifice. 
There  is  no  other  account  of  the  sums  received  for 
the  patent  except  by  reference  to  the  former  state¬ 
ment,  accompanying  the  first  application  to  Con¬ 
gress  ;  nor  is  there  any  statement  of  the  large  sums 
received  for  sales  of  rights,  and  for  leases  by  the 
assignees  of  the  patent,  nor  for  the  large  sums 
being  paid  by  lessees  from  every  section  of  the 
country.  What  sum  would  be  considered  ‘  ade¬ 
quate  to  the  value  of  the  invention’  is  not  stated. 
It  is  also  stated  in  the  memorial,  that  there  has 
been  much  litigation  to  settle  the  law  and  the 
rights  claimed,  under  the  different  forms,  and  in 
the  different  stages  of  this  patent;  and  the  depo¬ 
sition  of  Mr.  James  G.  Wilson,  of  Philadelphia, 
is  introduced  to  show  the  expenses  incurred  in  this 
litigation.  He  estimates  the  sums  expended  by 
Woodworth  and  his  assignees,  for  ‘  counsel  fees 
and  cost  of  court,’  at  $150,000;  and  the  amount 
yet  to  be  expended,  if  the  litigation  is  continued, 
at  $100,000  more. 

“  This  statement  will  be  understood  and  appre¬ 
ciated  by  practising  lawyers,  but  ought  not  to 
appeal  with  much  force  to  the  sympathies  of  prac¬ 
tical  legislators.  The  amount  of  litigation  un¬ 
der  this  patent  is  not  a  just  criterion  by  which  to 
estimate  the  value  of  the  invention,  or  to  show  the 
state  of  feeling  toward  the  patent,  during  its  legiti¬ 
mate.  term,  under  the  general  patent  law.  This 
litigation  may  have  arisen  from  the  manner  in 
which  the  last  patentee  and  his  assignees  have  ex¬ 
ercised  their  rights,  or  from  their  attempting  to 
grasp  too  much,  or  from  defects  in  the  proceed¬ 
ings  in  obtaining  the  first  patent,  or  of  continuing 
it  in  force.  To  one  or  the  other  of  these  causes, 
it  is  believed,  much  of  the  litigation  may  be  traced. 

“  The  first  patent  was  found  to  have  been  too 
broad  in  its  claim,  and  in  1843,  the  memorialist 
disclaimed  the  part  relating  to  the  reducing  of 
floor  boards  to  a  width  with  circular  saws.  In 
July,  1845,  the  memorialist  surrendered  up  the 
original  patent  of  1828,  and  took  out  a  new  and 
amended  patent,  covering,  as  he  alleges,  what  was 
the  real  invention  of  the  patentee,  who  died  about 
six  years  before.  The  surrender  of  the  original 
patent,  and  taking  out  of  the  new  and  amended 
patent,  was  about  four  months  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  Congress  extending  the  patent  of  1828. 
In  the  bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee,  the 
patent  of  1828,  as  amended  in  July ,  1845,  is  ex¬ 
tended  fourteen  years  from  and  after  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  term  of  seven  years,  and  thus  made  to 
cover  any  defects  in  the  proceeding  or  additional 
claims  which  the  new  patent  may  contain.  If 
this  was  intended  to  patch  up  a  defect  in  the 
amended  patent,  or  to  enlarge  the  rights  of  those 
interested,  it  is  confidently  believed  that  Congress 
will  not  lend  its  aid  to  any  such  proceeding.  This 
might  be  a  very  convenient  and  summary  way  of 
putting  an  end  to  litigation.  It  is  stated  in  the 
memorial,  that  within  a  few  weeks  ‘  a  jury  in 
‘  Baltimore  has  deliberately  rendered  a  verdict  that 
‘  the  amended  patent  differed  from  the  one  originally 
‘  granted.’  Now,  if  a  Baltimore  jury — and  it  may 
be  presumed  to  be  an  intelligent  jury — has  so  pro¬ 
nounced,  will  Congress  interpose  between  the  par¬ 
ties?  Special  legislation,  for  individual  interests, 
when  the  general  interest  is  protected  by  a  general 
law,  is  always  to  be  avoided;  but  when  special 
legislation  is  brought  to  aid  one  man,  which,  under 
similar  circumstances,  is  not  open  to  all,  an  injury 
is  committed  upon,  the  community,  which  is  felt 
by  every  individual  as  an  injustice  to  himself,  lit 
is  certainly  a  circumstance ‘that  cannot  have  es» 
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raped  observation,  that  the  parties  in  interest  have 
messed  this  matter  at  a  very  early  day,  and  when 
ae  r.  o  “tuiji  had  scarcely  ccguii  to  ran. 

“There  are  other  interests  beside  those  of  the 
memorialist,  which  are  entitled  to  a  respectful  con¬ 
sideration.  There  have  been  many  improvements 
,  n  the  planing  machine  since  the  Erst  patent  was 
issued,  for  which  letters  patent  have  been  granted 
Whether  these  patents  are  an  infringement  upon 
he  just  rights  of  the  memorialist,  it  is  not,  perhaps, 
>.he  province  of  Congress  to  determine.  The  issu- 
ng  of  the  patent  is  presumptive  proof  of  the  ori¬ 
ginality  of  the  improvements.  The  claim  in  the 
larst  patent  is,  for  ‘  the  application  of  cutter  or  pla- 
I  niiig  wheels  to  planing  boards,  &c.,  and  the  im- 
I  proved  method  of  cutters  for  grooving  and  tongue- 
iog,  anu  cutting  mouldings  on  wood,’  &c.  As  the 
Haim  is  for  the  application  of  well-known  instru¬ 
ments,  other  persons  might  form  new  and  improved 
liombinations,  giving  greater  efficiency  to  the  ma¬ 
inline.  There  are  few  machines  which  have  re- 
[nained  stationary  during  the  last  twenty  years, 
triie  machinery  for  cotton  factories  becomes  obso- 
|  ete  every  ten  years,  and  must  be  renewed  by  im¬ 
proved  machinery,  even  when  the  old  machinery  is 
1  ot  much  worn,  because  of.  the  advance  of  im¬ 
provements  in  a  branch  of  mechanics  where  im¬ 
provement  was  long  since  considered  as  having 
?one  as  tar  as  genius,  combined  with  capital,  could 
tarry  it.  Similar  illustrations  .can  be  drawn  from 
almost  every  invention  of  importance  during  the 
present  century.  If,  therefore,  you  give  to  one 
nan  and  his  posterity  the  monopoly  of  an  inven- 
:iou  for  nearly  half  a  century,  you  put  a  stop  for 
that  time  to  its  improvement,  by  withholding  all 
nducement  to  intelligent  experiments;  and  instead 
jf  an  encouragement  to  arts  and  to  invention,  your 
laws  would  be  calculated  to  retard  improvement, 
md  to  oppress  the  community  with  useless  and 
odious  exactions.  Either  the  general  patent  law, 
and  the  policy  on  which  it  is  founded,  is  wrong, 
which  limits  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  an  inven¬ 
tion,  or  the  practice  of  granting  special  acts  of 
Congress  for  extensions  of  patents  is  wrong.  A 
special  act  of  extension,  unless  as  an  exception  for 
isome  extraordinary  occasion,  is  a  violation  of  the 
general  law,  and  serves  to  weaken  its  force,  and 
bring  even  legitimate  patents,  granted  under  the 
law,  into  disrepute. 

“  But  if  the  allegations  made  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  be  true,  that  the  amended  patent  covers  all 
the  improvements  made  in  the  planing  machine 
for  the  last  twenty  years,  by  passing  this  bill  you 
would  commit  a  double  injury — one  upon  the 
inventors,  and  another  upon  the  community.  In 
a  printed  argument  lately  submitted  to  the  Supreme 
Cou involving  the  question  of  the  claimed  rights 
under  this  patent,  it  is  said,  ‘  that  any  machine 
‘  which  combines  the  operation  of  planing  with 
*  tongueing  and  grooving,  by  combination  of  cutting 
4  instruments  with  pressure,  and  in  combination 
‘with  pressure  for  controlling  the  plank,  is  an 
‘  infringement  of  Woodworth’s  patent.’  This 
broad  claim,  if  sustained,  would  exclude  all  ma¬ 
chinery  for  planing,  except  perhaps  the  old  hand 
plane,  however  superior  that  machinery  might 
be,  and  however  it  might  differ  from  it  in  all  its 
combinations — f  mo  machine  can  operate  unless 
with  cutting  instruments,  combined  with  pressure, 
and  some  mode  of  pressing  the  board  or  plank,  to 
keep  it  in  place.  The  claim,  in  the  first  patent, 
was  for  the  application  of  well-known  instruments, 
to  produce  a  given  result.  Planing  by  machinery, 
-to  a  limited  extent,  had  long  before  been  practised. 


The  claim  now  is  for  what  is  called  the  principle 
combined  with  its  application,  and  is  said  to  ex¬ 
clude  every  form  of  machinery  which  can  pro¬ 
duce  the  same  result.  If,  now,  by  your  action, 
you  confirm  this  pretention,  you  put  a  stop  to  all 
the  machines  which  have  been  patented  for  the 
same  object — one  of  which  is  said  to  differ  in 
almost  every  particular  from  this  machine,  and 
does  double  the  work  in  the  same  time;  and  you 
put  a  stop  to  all  improvement  for  the  next  twenty 
years  to  come.  It  would  be  a  monopoly,  far 
greater  than  was  ever  before  granted  in  this  coun¬ 
try  to  any  one  man,  or  combination  of  men.  The 
greater  portion  of  all  planing  is  now  done  by 
machinery — sashes,  blinds,  door-pannels,  are 
made  by  machinery,  with  cutting  instruments 
combined  with  oressure,  and  reducing  them  to 
form,  by  planing.  Nearly  all  the  boards  and 
timber  shipped  to  California,  are  planed  before 
their  shipment.  Confirm  this  pretension,  by  pass¬ 
ing  this  bill,  and  you  bring  all  this  business  within 
the  grasp,  and  place  all  the  improvements  of 
others  at  the  mercy,  of  these  monopolists,  for  the 
next  twenty  years. 

“The  memorial  instances,  as  a  precedent  to 
govern  you r  action,  the  renewal  of  Blanchard’s 
patent  for  irregular  forms.  There  is  no  objection 
to  follow  a  precedent,  when  it  is  a  good  one;  and 
the  circumstances  of  the  cases  are  similar,  though 
it  stands  alone  among  the  acts  of  Congress;  but 
here  the  memorialist  has  cited  a  precedent  be¬ 
lieved  to  be  bad  in  itself,  and  differing  in  many  of 
its  features  from  his  own  case.  Without  intend¬ 
ing  to  reflect  upon  former  acts  of  Congress,  it  may 
be  remarked,  that  the  precedent  set  of  legislating, 
as  in  this  patent,  five  years  in  advance  of  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  renewed  term,  and  the  unprece¬ 
dented  extension  of  Blanchard’s  patent,  are  both 
acts  of  legislation  not  to  be  held  up  for  imitation, 
but  to  be  avoided.  Fortunately,  they  are  cases 
that  have  no  precedent  on  which  to  found  them; 
and- should  this  bill  be  passed  into  a  law,  it  could 
I  only  be  paralleled  by  the  monopolies  in  the  worst 
days  of  British  rule,  when  court  favorites  were 
pampered  in  wealth  by  grants  of  monopolies,  till 
they  became  too  odious  and  oppressive  to  be  borne 
by  the  submissive  tools  of  power. ’’ 

Mr.  0.  continued:  Had  the  true  character  ard 
purpose  of  this  bill  been  understood  by  all  of  the 
■  committee,  I  am  persuaded  it  could  not  have  been 
reported.  If  1  am  right  in  this,  it  is  a  good  reason 
for  its  recommitment  for  revision  and  reconsidera¬ 
tion. 

The  instructions  arenot  believed  to  be  necessary 
for  the  guidance  of  the  committee,  for  there  has 
been  no  indisposition  on  the  part  of  any  one,  to 
take  up  the  petitions  and  memorials  upon  the 
question  of  repealing  the  law  of  1845.  That  sub¬ 
ject  was  postponed,  at  my  suggestion,  to  allow  all 
the  petitions  and  memorials  to  come  in,  after  suffi- 
'  cient  notice  was  given  to  the  public  that  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  this  patent  was  under  consideration  by 
Congress.  My  first  object  was  to  postpone  the 
report  upon  the  bill;  but  as  the  memorialist  and 
his  friends  were  so  very  urgent,  the  majority  con¬ 
sented  to  make  the  report.  There  would  be  a 
manifest  incongruity  in  leaving  this  bill  before  the 
House,  while  the  committee,  which  repotted  it, 
had  under  their  consideration  the  repeal  of  the 
very  act  which  this  bill  proposes  to  extend. 
There  is,  therefore,  good  reason  for  the  motion 
r  under  consideration,  for  facilitating  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  subject,  and  placing  it  in  its  proper 
order.  If  gentlemen,  favoring  this  bill,  think  to 
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avoid  investigation,  by  hastening  its  passage,  I 
beg  to  undeceive  them.  The  public  feeling  has 
been  aroused  upon  this  matter:  investigation  has  j 
been  asked;  and  an  investigation  will  be  made,  j 
either  in  this  or  in  some  other  form. 

Within  the  last  ten  days,  I  have  received  the  I 
petitions  and  memorials  of  more  than  two  thou¬ 
sand  persons  upon  this  subject;  and  I  ask  for  the 
reading  of  extracts  from  some  of  these,  and  from 
others  that  have  been  referred. 

Extracts  from  the  petition  of  seventy-five  citizens  of 
Gardner ,  Maine: 

“These  new  specifications  make  claims  for  im¬ 
provements  never  invented  by  William  Wood- 
worth,  as  your  petitioners  believe;  and  we  would 
respectfully  represent,  that  this  machine  is  now 
used  as  a  great  monopoly,  and  vast  sums  of  money 
have  been  paid  for  the  use  of  it.  We  cannot  see  | 
why  it  is,  that  this  subject  is  now  pressed  upon  j 
Congress,  at  this  early  day,  unless  it  be  to  legalize  ; 
some  illegal  acts  of  the  parties.  What  we  humbly 
pray  is,  that  no  act,  extending  this  patent,  shall  be 
passed  by  Congress. 

“  We  would  also  ask  Congress  to  repeal  the  I 
act  of  Congress  extending  this  patent,  which  was  j 
approved  26th  February,  1845,  as  we  believe  said 
act  was  fraudulently  obtained,  and  which  we  pro¬ 
pose  to  show.” 

Petition  of  three  hundred  citizens  of  Wheeling ,  Vir¬ 
ginia: 

“  The  undersigned,  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  legal  voters,  respectfully  but  earnestly  remon¬ 
strate  against  the  further  extension,  by  act  of  Con¬ 
gress,  of  the  “Woodworth  Patent,”  so  called, 
granted  December  27,  1828,  and  reissued  July  8, 
1845,  for  the  following,  among  other  reasons*. 

“  1st.  Because  said  patent  has  already  been 
twice  extended.  2d.  Because  the  owners  of  said 
patent  have  realized  from  it  a  very  large  sum,  be¬ 
yond  all  expenses,  and  the  patent  has  still  seven 
years  to  run.  3d.  Because  the  owners  of  said 
patent  are  grasping,  oppressive,  and  unscrupulous, 
and  exercise  their  patent  rights  in  the  worst  spirit 
of  monopoly.” 

Sir,  although  this  is  a  private  bill,  it  relates  to  a 
matter  which,  in  its  importance,  has  assumed  a 
public  character.  The  Legislature  of  New  York, 
with  uncommon  unanimity,  has  asked  for  an  in¬ 
vestigation  of  the  circumstances  of  the  former 
extension  of  this  patent,  and  the  proceedings  under 
it,  with  a  view  to  a  repeal  of  the  act  of  exten¬ 
sion.  A  large  and  highly  respectable  meeting  of 
mechanics  and  others,  assembled  from  several 
States,  have  passed  resolutions,  which  have  been 
read,  and  sent  in  a  memorial,  which  is  printed  and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  all  the  members  of  this 
House.  There  are  thousands  of  petitioners,  whose 
memorials  have  been  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Patents  since  the  report  of  this  bill,  and  other 
thousands  are  in  the  hands  of  members  waiting 
your  action,  all  asking  for  this  investigation. 
They  all,  in  more  or  less  direct  terms,  charge  that 
the  former  act  of  extension  was  carried  through 
Congress  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation.  You 
owe  it  to  the  State,  whose  Legislature  has  asked 
this  investigation.  You  owe  it  to  the  thousands 
of  mechanics  and  others,  who  have  sent  in  their 
petitions,  and  made  the  same  request,  and  repeated 
this  charge.  You  owe  it  to  yourselves,  and  to  the 
country,  that  you  should  grant  this  investigation 
in  the  fullest  manner.  This  should  not  be  a  seem¬ 
ing  acquiescence,  while  the  substance  is  withheld. 
It  would  be  but  mockery,  to  say  to  the  committee 


that  they  might  make  the  investigation  fora  repeal 
of  the  act,  while  the  bill  for  its  extension  was  pass- 
ing  through  its  various  stages  in  the  House. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  is  not  the  proper  place, 
in  the  proceedings,  to  enter  upon  the  discussion  of 
the  merits  of  the  reported  bill.  While  granting 
this  to  a  certain  extent,  it  is  due  to  the  House  to 
state  some  of  the  facts  connected  with  this  matter, 
for  a  proper  understanding  and  appreciation  of 
the  extraordinary  proceedings  of  those  seeking  the 
passage  of  this  bill. 

The  first  thing  peculiar,  that  must  strike  every 
one,  is  the  anxiety  of  those  interested,  to  urge  this 
bill  through  Congress,  when  the  act  of  extension, 
of  1845  only  commenced  running  in  December  j 
last,  and  it  had  seven  years  from  that  time  to  run. 
There  is  no  good  reason  given  in  the  memorial  for 
this  haste;  but  it  is  incidentally  stated,  that  a  Balti-  j 
more  jury  deliberately  gave  a  verdict  in  November  i 
last,  declaring  that  the  amended  patent  issued  in 
1845,  upon  the  surrender  of  the  original  patent  of 
1828,  was  not  for  the  same  invention.  From  this  an 
appeal  is  understood  to  have  been  taken,  and  the 
case  is  still  pending  in  court  upon  the  question  of 
law.  The  very  statement  of  this  matter  should 
put  you  upon  inquiry;  and  1  propose  to  give  you 
a  sketch  of  the  proceedings  under  this  Woodworth 
patent,  that  you  may  in  ore  readily  appreciate,  and 
more  fully  understand,  what  the  persons  pressing 
the  passage  of  this  'bill  are  solicitous  of  obtaining. 

By  the  13th  section  of  the  general  patent  law, 
to  which  I  would  refer,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  pa¬ 
tentee,  or  his  assignee,  or  administrator,  may  sur- 
!  render  up  a  patent  whenever  it  “  shall  be  inopera- 
‘  tive  or  invalid,  by  reason  of  a  defective  or  insufn- 
!  *  cient  description  or  specification,”  and  the  error  | 

|  arises  from  inadvertence  or  mistake,  and  a.  new  pa- 
'  tent  be  granted  “  for  the  same  invention,”  It  has 
j  been  decided,  that  the  action  of  the  commissioner 
i  is  final,  except  when  collusion  is  shown,  or  it  ia 
manifest  that  the  new  patent  was  not  “for  the 
same  invention”  as  the  one  surrendered.  It  will 
be  seen  that  on  the  surrender,  the  original  patent  is 
declared  to  be  “  invalid  or  inoperative.”  The 
surrender  of  this  patent  was  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  extension  of  1845.  The  father  mid  son 
had  enjoyed  the  exclusive  use  of  the  original  patent 
for  seventeen  years,  and  had  received  large  sums 
for  the  sale  of  rights  and  for  leases.  If  the  records 
of  the  Patent-Office  can  be  relied  upon,  or  the  rep¬ 
resentations  publicly  made,  no  patent  was  ever 
more  profitable  than  this  was,  even  in  the  seventeen 
.  years  under  the  original  patent,  which,  after  having 
1  been  enjoyed  three  years  longer  than  the  general 
patent  law  secures,  was  surrendered  up  as  “  inop¬ 
erative  or  invalid.”  The  law  did  not  intend  to 
enlarge  the  claim — it  was  intended  only  to  allow 
the  proper  language  to  be  used  in  reaching  the 
claim,  and  to  provide  against  its  invalidity  when 
claiming  too  much.  In  1843,  the  part  of  the  claim 
to  originality,  relating  to  reducing  plank  to  a  width, 
was  disclaimed;  and  in  July,  1845,  the  whole  was 
surrendered,  and  a  new  patent  taken  out,  for  what 
a  Baltimore  jury  has  declared  to  be  for  a  different 
invention.  I  will  refer  here  to  the  argument  of  a 
case  (Wilson  us.  Barnum)  under  this  amended 
patent  in  the  United  States  court,  made  since  this 
matter  has  been  before  us.  The  argument  was  of¬ 
fered  by  a  distinguished  Senator:  “  It  is  respect- 
‘  fully  submitted,  that  any  machine,  which  com- 
{  bines  the  operation  of  planing  with  tongueingand 
‘  grooving,  by  the  combination  of  cutting  instru- 
1  ments  with  pressure,”  “  in  combination  with 
‘  pressure  for  controlling  the  plank,  is  an  infringe- 


mem  jf  the  Wood  worth  patent,  for  he  was  the 
first  who  successfully  combined  these  mechanical 
operations.” 

Again,  near  the  close  of  the  argument:  “  A  cut- 
,  ting  instrument  is  combined  with  pressure  to 
|  plane,  tongue, and  groove  aboard.  .  Woodworth 
.  invented  no  more  and  no  less.”  These  are  ex¬ 
plained  in  another  part,  to  mean  that  he  invented 
lie  principle  of  planing  by  machinery,  with  its  ap¬ 
plication;  and  any  machine  combining  a  cutting 
nstrument  with  pressure,  is  a  violation  of  the 
Woodworth  patent.  Whether  the  description  and 
Llaim  in  the  reissued  patent  will  warrant  this  ex¬ 
traordinary  claim,  is  not  decided,  as  the  case  was 
dismissed  upon  another  point.  The  parties  in  in- 
:erest  have  acted  upon  this  principle,  and  pros<*cu- 
:ions  ai e  understood  to  have  been  commenced  in 
pearly  every  State  in  the  Union,  for  violations  of 
this  patent,  against  persons  having  machines  dif¬ 
fering  from  this  machine,  as  originally  patented. 
Notices  have  been  served  upon  those  having  ma¬ 
rlines,  for  making  sashes  and  for  making  blinds, 
and  they  are  made  to  come  within  the  principle  of 
I  his  truly  extraordinary  claim.  It  is  made  a  sweep- 
stakes — a  dragnet — into  which  all  machines,  corn- 
jii'.ing  ■'  cutting  edges  with  pressure,”  are  brought 
»nd  made  to  pay  tribute;  and  this  monopoly, after 
laving  been  enjoyed  in  one  form  for  twenty-one 
years,  is  proposed  by  this  bill  to  be  extended,  with 
.lie  former  extension,  twenty-one  years  longer, 
with  all  its  additional  claims. 

By  referring  to  the  original  patent,  it  will  be 
?een  that  all  that  is  claimed  as  his  invention,  by 
:he  elder  Woodworth,  is  the  application  of  vvell- 
[tnown  instruments  to  plane  by  machinery.  In 
.his  country,  and  in  Europe,  more  than  twenty 
nachines  had  been  patented  for  the  same  purpose, 
refore  this  patent.  Since  then,  more  than  twenty 
pther  patents  have  been  issued  from  the  Patent 
Dffice  for  planing  machines.  There  have  been 
i’:>ur  or  five  within  the  last  year.  Some  of  them 
[are  said  to  do  three  times  as  much  work  in  the 
[same  time  as  this  machine,  and  differ  from  it  in 
. very  other  particular,  except  in  “  using  cutting 
instruments  combined  with  pressure,”  which  it  is 
respectfully  submitted”  must  always  be  used  in 
planing  a  beard. 

1  will  now  call  attention  to  the  effect  of  your 
proceedings,  if  you  pass  this  bill  as  reported. 
Woodwr  -ih,  the  elder,  makes  an  invention — rneri- 
.orious  i:  may  be — secures  a  patent,  sells  it  out, 
Hid  dies  His  son  and  administrator  has  it  re¬ 
newed,  under  the  patent  law,  for  seven  years;  and 
again  has  it  renewed  by  Congress,  four  years  be- 
'o.e  the  expiration  of  the  first  seven,  for  seven 
years  longer.  Six  years  after  the  death  of  the 
original  inventor,  he  surrenders  up  his  patent  as 
invalid,  and  takes  out  a  new  patent,  which  is  also 
declared,  by  a  jury,  to  be  invalid  for  claiming 
what  was  not  claimed  under  the  first  patent.  The 
disappointed  litigant  comes  here,  and  asks  you  to 
ness  a  law  for  his  special  benefit,  by  which  he  is 
:o  obtain  a  legislative  sanction  to  his  unjust  claim. 
He  is  not  the  inventor — his  father  is  not  the  in¬ 
ventor.  Congress  alone  gives  him  a  title  to  what 
he  was  not  entitled  to  without  congressional  in¬ 
terposition.  Armed  with  this,  he  goes  into  court 
and  defeats  his  opponent.  Armed  with  this,  hay¬ 
ing  his  principle  and  application  sanctioned  by  a 
law  of  Congress,  he  suppresses  all  other  machines, 
puts  his  own  price  for  the  use  of  his  machines, 
and  thus  secures,  for  twenty-one  years,  a  monopoly  ; 
worth  millions  to  the  possessor.  The  person  who  N 
invented  this  new  machinery  for  cheating  his  b 


r  neighbor  in  legislature,  and  for  deciding  law  suits, 
deserves  a  patent  for  his  ingenuity  in  management, 
if  he  does  not  deserve  one  in  mechanics. 

If  it  be  shown,  as  it  is  alleged,  that  there  was 
no  great  merit  in  the  original  invention — if  large 
sums  were  realized  for  sales  by  the  father  under 
tne  first  patent,  and  larger  for  the  renewed  patent 
by  the  son — if  it  be  shown,  as  alleged,  that  the 
act  of  extension  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  mis¬ 
representation,  and  that  those  who  have  held 
under  this  patent  have  pursued  their  course  in  the 
worst  spirit  of  injustice  and  oppression,  some  re¬ 
dress  should  be  granted.  The  power  to  do  further 
mischief  should  be  taken  away,  instead  of  lending 
aid  to  still  greater  injustice  and  oppression. 

It  is  said  by  the  gentleman  from  Vermont,  tha 
there  are  vested  rights  under  the  act  of  extension 
of  1845,  and  Congress  cannot,  in  justice  to  others, 
repeal  that  act  If  Congress  cannot  repeal  the  act, 
it  is  in  the  power  of  Congress  to  confine  its  opera¬ 
tion  to  the  original  claim  in  the  first  patent.  That 
patent  has  been  declared  by  this  memorialist  to  be 
invalid  and  inoperative,  and  a  jury  has  declared 
the  renewed  patent  to  be  invalid,  and  in  this  dilem¬ 
ma  your  aid  is  invoked — for  what  ?  To  give  this 
man  the  vested  rights  of  all  other  patent  planing 
machines.  You  are  asked  to  place  in  these  parties'* 
hands  a  more  sure  instrument  of  oppression  than 
the  one  that  has  failed  them.  AV ill  you  do  it? 
Will  you  do  it  blindly,  without  inquiry,  and  in  the 
face  of  the  various  charges  made  and  reiterated 
against  those  who  have  been  interested  in  the  fruits 
of  this  monopoly  and  alleged  fraud  ? 

Sir,  this  subject  is  one  in  which  the  country  is 
strongly  interested,  and  to  the  proceedings  con¬ 
nected  with  it  there  are  thousands  looking  with 
great  anxiety.  They  believe  a  great  injustice  has 
been  perpetrated,  and  that  a  greater  is  attempted. 
Your  decision  upon  this  question  will  give  them 
assurance  that  Congress  will  right  the  wrong,  if 
wrong  in  this  matter  be  shown  to  exist. 

There  is  no  indisposition  in  the  people  of  this 
country  to  reward  meritorious  inventors;  and  just 
in  proportion  as  they  are  willing  to  reward  merit, 
in  the  same  measure  do  they  condemn  those  whose 
pretensions  are  not  well  founded.  They  know 
that  the  selfish,  the  crafty,  and  the  powerful,  have 
too  often  seized  the  just  rewards  belonging  to  those 
who  have  spent  their  lives  in  meritorious  exertions, 
and  died  unrewarded.  If  those  are  right  who 
charge  fraud  in  this  matter,  there  never  was  a  more 
flagrant  case,  for  there  never  was  a  case  where  the 
pretensions  have  been  put  forward  with  more  assu¬ 
rance,  or  exercised  in  a  more  exacting  spirit.  If 
the  records  of  the  Patent  Office  can  be  trusted,  or 
the  representations  of  those  who  profess  to  knov/ 
can  be  credited,  there  is  scarcely  any  invention  in 
modern  times  where  larger  sums  have  been  taken 
from  the  public.  No  one  subject  has  been  a  more 
prolific  source  of  litigation,  or  which  gave  more 
trouble,  or  consumed  more  of  the  time  of  our 
higher  courts  of  justice.  In  the  affidavit  of  a  Mr. 
Wilson,  of  Philadelphia,  who  appears  to  have 
profited  the  largest  by  this  monopoly,  it  is  stated 
that  $150,000  have  been  paid  “  for  counsel  and 
,  court  fees;”  and  he  estimates  the  future  litigation 
will  cost  $100,000  more. 

If  this  litigation  arose  from  a  spirit  of  aggression 
on  the  part  of  those  who  have  been  dragged  into 
court,  there  might  be  some  apology  for  it;  but  if 
it  arose  from  the  insecure  foundation  of  the  first 
patent,  and  the  unjust  pretensions  of  the  second, 
there  is  no  good  excuse  for  it.  Individuals  have 
beenj  oppressed  by  it,  and  the  courts  of  justice 
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have  been  occupied  with  it,  for  the  purpose  of 
sustaining  unjust  pretensions.  Give  to  the  bill 
reported  the  sanction  of  law,  and  you  will  cut  off 
litigation  by  a  summary  process — allow  those 
parties  to  pursue,  in  the  same  spirit,  without  re¬ 
straint,  all  who  would  be  placed  by  this  bill 
within  their  grasp,  and  allow  them  to  charge  their 
own  price,  as  the  last  proviso  in  the  bill  appears 
to  contemplate,  and  instead  oh  their  returns  being 
reckoned  by  thousands  and  hundreds  of  thousands, 
as  they  now  are,  they  would  count  their  millions 
of  dollars.  Instead  of  a  just  privilege  for  a  limited 
time,  for  the  proper  use  of  their  own  invention,  it 
is  believed  you  would  grant  a  monopoly  of  the 
improvements  of  others  to  a  grasping  set  of  selfish 
speculators,  who  have  called  up  the  ghost  of  a 
doubtful  invention,  and  now  come  here  to  ask  you 
to  give  it  life  and  being,  and  to  clothe  it  with  the 
habiliments,  and  to  give  it  the  rights,  of  merito¬ 
rious  inventors,  and  an  unlimited  range  for  pil¬ 
laging  the  public. 

Sir,  it  is  charged,  that  the  parties  who  come  here 
for  this  bill,  have  procured  the  extension  under  the 
general  law  of  a  patent  invalid  in  itself,  and  claim¬ 
ing  the  invention  of  others  as  belonging  to  them¬ 
selves,  and  of  procuring  the  rejection  of  the  more 
meritorious  invention. 

It  is  charged  that,  by  misrepresentation  and 
fraud,  a  special  act  of  Congress  was  procured  to 
be  passed  long  in  advance  of  the  expiration  of  the 
extended  term  under  the  renewed  patent. 

It  is  charged  that  the  passage  of  that  act  v/as 
brought  about  by  favoritism  and  powerful  per¬ 
sonal  influence. 

It  is  charged,  that  in  the  surrender  and  reissue 
of  the  existing  patent,  a  great  fraud  was  committed 
under  the  general  patent  law,  by  claiming,  for  the 
invention  of  Woodworth,  all  the  inventions  and 
improvements  in  the  planing  machine  made  by 
others;  and  of  an  endeavor  to  obtain  the  sanction  of 
Congress  to  allow  them  to  draw  into  one  sweeping 
net,  all  the  fruits  of  the  toil  and  ingenuity  of  these 
other  inventors. 

It  is  charged  that  these  parties  have  used  the 
powers,  thus  wrongfully  obtained,  in  an  oppres¬ 
sive  and  extortinate  manner;  that  they  have  ex- 
cted  and  received  large  sums  of  money,  and  more 
than  enough  to  reward  the  most  meritorious  in¬ 
vention. 

These  charges  having  been  made,  it  is  for  you 
to  determine  whether  you  will  grant  those  who 
make  them  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  by  recom¬ 
mitting  this  bill  with  instructions,  to  make  the 
inquiry  asked  for,  and  to  report  the  result. 

Mr.  0.  having  concluded, 

Mr.  BROWN,  of  Mississippi,  obtained  the  floor. 
He  alluded  to  the  manifest  injustice  done  to  the 
other  business  of  the  House,  which  was  thus,  by 
an  unparliamentary  manoeuvre,  taken  out  of  its 
regular  order,  that  this  question  might  be  put  ahead 
of  it;  and  with  a  view,  he  said,  to  place  the  sub¬ 
ject  in  its  proper  .order  on  the  calendar,  and  that 
the  discussion  might  be  continued  in  its  proper 

Iilace,  he  moved  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
aid  ypon  the  table. 

Mr.  CALVIN  asked  the  yeas  and  nays,  which 
were  ordered;  and,  being  taken,  were — yeas  64, 
nays  103. 


So  the  House  decided  that  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote,  by  which  the  said  bill  had  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House, 
should  not  be  laid  upon  the  table. 

The  question  recurring  on  the  motion  to  recoil-  , 
sider  the  vote  by  which  the  said  bill  had  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House, 

Mr.  McLANE,  of  Maryland,  said  he  had  voted 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider,  for  the 
reasons  stated  by  the  gentleman  who  made  the 
motion,  [Mr.  Brown.]  This  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  reference  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House,  opened  all  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  con¬ 


sumed  the  morning  hour,  and  excluded  the  con¬ 


sideration  of  the  legitimate  business  of  the  House, 
without  any  sufficient  reason;  for  the  merits  of 
the  whole  case  would  be  open  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House,  when  gentlemen  could  move 
their  amendments,  embracing,  if  necessary,  an  , 
amendment  to  repeal  the  extension  law  of  1845.  , 
The  subject  could  be  considered  then  in  its  whole  ' 
length  and  breadth,  while  during  the  morning 
hour  it  could  not  be  fully  considered,  without 
prejudice  to  other  business.  To  bring  the  dis¬ 
cussion,  therefore,  to  a  conclusion,  he  would  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to  reconsider. 
The  House  could  sustain  this  motion,  if  it  pleased,, 
and  pass  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  now?,  or  leave 
the  bill  in  Committee  of  the  Whole,  to  take  its 
proper  place  on  the  calendar,  and  be  fully  con¬ 
sidered  in  order. 

Mr.  SACKETT  asked  Mr.  McLake  to  with¬ 
draw  the  motion,  and  pledged  himself  to  renew  it. 

Mr.  McLANE  said  that  the  gentleman’s  promise 
to  renew  the  demand  for  the  previous  question, 
would  be  of  no  moment  at  all  to  him,  (Mr.  McL.,) 
because  if  he  withdraw  for  one  gentleman,  he  must 
withdraw  for  another.  He  declined,  therefore,  to 
withdraw  the  motion. 

The  question  was  then  taken  on  the  demand  for 
the  previous  question,  and  there  was  a  second. 

And, "after  some  coversation,  the  main  question 
was  ordered;  and  being  taken,  the  vote  was  recon¬ 
sidered. 

The  SPEAKER  then  stated  the  question  to  be 
on  referring  the  bill  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House,  [the  instructions  of  Mr.  Conger,  having 
been  read  for  information  only,  and  not  formally 
presented ,  as  they  could  not  be,  pending  the  motion 
to  reconsider.] 

After  some  conversation  on  this  point,  in  which 
Messrs.  Hunter,  Conger,  and  the  Speaker  par¬ 
ticipated, 

Mr.  JONES  moved  that  the  bill  be  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  question  having  been  taken,  and  decided  in 
the  affirmative  without  a  division, 

The  bill  was  laid  upon  the  table. 


Note. — The  practical  effect  of  laying  on  the 
table  the  bill  reported  by  the  majority  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Patents,  will  be,  to  dispose  of  it  for  this 
session;  and  the  subject  of  the  repeal  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  act  of  extension  of  1845,  is  still  before 
the  committee  for  consideration.  The  motion  to 
reconsider  the  vote  to  lay  upon  the  table,  was  laid 
upon  the  table  on  the  28th,  by  a  very  large  ma¬ 
jority. 


